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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed 22 August 2005 appealing from the Office 
action mailed 18 January 2005. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection 
contained in the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is 
correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 
(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 

Husemann et al US 2003/001 3790A1 or US 2003/0073767A1 or U. S. Patent 

6,765,078. 

The applied reference has a common assignee with the instant application. 
Based upon the earlier effective U.S. filing date of the reference, it constitutes prior art 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e). This rejection under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) might be overcome 
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either by a showing under 37 CFR 1.132 that any invention disclosed but not claimed in 
the reference was derived from the inventor of this application and is thus not the 
invention "by another," or by an appropriate showing under 37 CFR 1 .131 . 

Claims 1-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
WO/0039233. 

(10) Response to Argument 
Appellants' arguments and the position taken in the rejections of record focus 
exclusively on the meaning of the term "moulding". Appellants insist that the term as 
understood in the art is restricted to physical entities of different structure than those 
produced in coating a film onto a substrate. The fact that appellants produce their 
"moulding" by coating a substrate has been presented but appellants insist that their 
"moulding" must contain multiple layers and is substantially thicker than the film 
produced by coating in the references to Husemann et al. This limitation is not in the 
claims. The appellants further argue that the reference WO/0039233 ('233) does not 
produce a "moulding" when it teaches compressing adhesive between two release 
surfaces. The narrow meaning of "moulding" insisted on by appellants to argue 
patentability of their claims is simply not as broad as one of ordinary skill in the art 
would accept. The fact that the specification exemplifies a method that produces thicker 
products than the prior art is not (and should not be) read into the claims. The method 
taught in '233 clearly reads on "compression moulding". The term "moulding", therefore, 
cannot be construed to exclude the teachings of the references cited. The rejections 
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under 35 USC 102 are, therefore, proper, and affirmation of these rejections is 
respectfully requested. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Bernard Lipman 
Primary Examiner 
AU 1713 
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David Wu 
SPE AU 1713 



James Seidlick 
SPE AU 1711 





